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would say, no, I need to get out and 
take my ‘‘public opinion baths’’—I 
need to see the people and talk to them 
and understand their problems. 

Pope Francis recently exhorted his 
parish priests to go smell like the 
flock, obviously using the allegory of 
the sheep in the Old Testament and 
New Testament, but also saying to his 
parish priests: Understand how people 
live, talk to them about their issues 
and their problems and their lives and 
live among them as much as you can, 
something perhaps none of us in this 
body—I know the Presiding Officer 
from Vermont possibly does more 
townhalls and meetings with people 
than anybody in the Senate. All of us 
need to do that more to understand 
better. 

But as we debate the extension of un-
employment benefits, $500 a week is 
the average benefit; 52,00 people in my 
State were cut off from benefits at the 
end of the year, tens of thousands more 
will lose their benefits if we don’t act. 
It is not just what this means to par-
ents so they can feed their families and 
continue to look for work. But as the 
Presiding Officer knows, they need to 
continue to look for work in order to 
get this $300 a week on average. We 
also know it helps the economy. 

One hundred years ago this week, 
Henry Ford made an announcement 
that stunned the country. He said: Ev-
erybody in my auto plant is going to 
receive $5 a day. Whether it was the 
young man sweeping the floor or the 
autoworker, they were all going to re-
ceive $5 a day. 

Whether it was done out of gen-
erosity or not, what Henry Ford knew 
was putting money in workers’ pock-
ets—just the same as when you put 
money in people’s pockets for unem-
ployment benefits, which is the insur-
ance they paid into—the money that 
they get will help grow the economy. It 
will help people be able to do things 
they would not otherwise be able to do. 
That is the importance of the exten-
sion of unemployment benefits, and 
that is the importance of passing min-
imum wage legislation, which Senator 
HARKIN also spoke about. 

The fair minimum wage would raise 
the minimum wage 90 cents upon the 
signature of the President, 90 cents a 
year later, and 90 cents a year after 
that. At the same time it would raise 
the subminimum wage for those people 
who work in diners, push wheelchairs 
in airports, and for valets in res-
taurants. Those workers often make 
less than the minimum wage. The sub-
minimum wage—the tipped wage—is 
only $2.13 an hour. It hasn’t been raised 
since 1991. 

The Harkin, Sanders, Brown—and 
others who are part of this legislation 
on the minimum wage bill—legislation 
will increase the tipped minimum wage 
over time up to 70 percent of the real 
minimum wage. 

I will close with a letter from Karen 
in Columbus. She said: 

I had to come out of medical retirement 
because I couldn’t make ends meet. 

I have now worked at a department store 
for four years and still don’t make $9.00 an 
hour. My salary goes entirely towards rent 
and utilities. 

My water bill just went up $8.00— 

For those of us in this Chamber, if 
the water bill goes up $8, you deal with 
it. It is not that big of a deal. She is 
not even making $9 an hour. The in-
crease in her water bill is 1 hour of pay 
at this department store. 

My water bill just went up $8.00—as it goes 
up every year—just like the electric, food, 
and gas. 

Heaven forbid my car would break down or 
I would fall victim to a serious illness. 

I hope that our colleagues are getting 
their public opinion baths. I hope our 
colleagues are out among people listen-
ing to these stories. 

I close, again with a quote from 
President Johnson’s speech in Athens, 
OH, which was 50 years ago this year. 

Poverty hides its face behind a mask of af-
fluence. But I call upon you to help me get 
out there and unmask it, take that mask off 
of that face of affluence and let the world see 
what we have, and let the world do some-
thing about it. 

We have an opportunity today to do 
something about unemployment insur-
ance and help people get back on their 
feet. We have an opportunity in the 
months ahead to raise the minimum 
wage. To restore it to something close 
to what it was back in 1968 in real buy-
ing power, that should be our obliga-
tion, our duty, and our mission in the 
months ahead. 

f 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent the Senate proceed to a period of 
morning business until 6:30 p.m. with 
Senators permitted to speak up to 10 
minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BROWN. I note the absence of a 
quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BLUMENTHAL). Without objection, it is 
so ordered. 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to be recognized for 
such time as I may consume in morn-
ing business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

GLOBAL WARMING 

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, it is a 
little bit humorous to me that we are 
talking about extending unemploy-
ment benefits in the midst of one of the 
most intense cold fronts in American 
history. I saw one newscaster yester-
day who said: If you are under 40, you 
have not seen this stuff before. It has 

to make everyone question—and I am 
going to tie this together—whether 
global warming was ever real. 

While I know the leftwing media is 
giving me a hard time for talking 
about my opposition to the administra-
tion’s global warming policies when it 
gets cold outside, I think it is impor-
tant to point out two things. No. 1, the 
administration is intentionally ignor-
ing the most recent science around 
global warming, and No. 2, global 
warming policies costing between $300 
billion and $400 billion a year, along 
with the rest of the EPA’s environ-
mental regulations, are resulting in 
millions of job losses. 

We are talking about extending un-
employment benefits, yet it is really 
jobs we need, and the jobs are being 
robbed from us by the overregulation 
that is taking place in the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, and of 
course, the crown jewel of all of those 
is cap and trade. When I say $300 billion 
to $400 billion a year, that would con-
stitute the largest tax increase in 
American history. 

I find that sometimes when we are 
talking about these large numbers— 
and I am sure the Presiding Officer 
agrees with this—it is hard to relate 
that to everyday people, to our own 
States, and to how it affects our fami-
lies. So at the end of each year I get 
the total number of families in my 
State of Oklahoma who filed a Federal 
tax return and I do the math. In this 
case, it would cost about $3,000 for each 
family in my State of Oklahoma to pay 
this tax, this cap-and-trade tax that 
supposedly will stop us from having 
global warming. 

It is interesting that people now real-
ize this would not stop it. Even if we 
did something in the United States, it 
wouldn’t affect overall emissions of 
CO2, and that is what we are talking 
about. That is what makes global 
warming so important to mention as 
we debate the extension of unemploy-
ment benefits. 

If we want to improve our employ-
ment figures, what we need to do is 
stop the onslaught of environmental 
regulations that have come out during 
this Obama Presidency. 

First, let’s talk about the global 
warming issue. It is interesting that we 
have often seen global warming related 
to events affected by unseasonable or 
unusually cold weather. Often, this has 
occurred whenever Al Gore has been in-
volved in an event. Let me give a cou-
ple of examples. In January of 2004, Al 
Gore held a global warming rally in 
New York City. It turned out to be 
what would go down as one of the cold-
est days in the history of New York 
City. Three years later, in October of 
2007, Al Gore gave a big global warming 
speech at Harvard University, and it 
coincided with temperatures that near-
ly broke Boston’s 125-year-old tempera-
ture record. 

In March of 2009, Speaker of the 
House NANCY PELOSI was snowed out of 
a global warming rally in Washington, 
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DC. Because of all the snow, her plane 
wasn’t able to land and they had to 
cancel her appearance at the event. 

A year later, in March of 2010, the 
Senate Environment and Public Works 
Committee had to cancel a hearing en-
titled ‘‘Global Warming Impacts in the 
United States’’ due to a major snow-
storm. At that time, I was the ranking 
member of that committee, and they 
were all geared up, ready to have this 
big hearing, and they couldn’t do it be-
cause of a major snowstorm. That was 
in 2010. So this has been going on now 
every year going back to 2010. 

Just last year, in July of 2013, a 
cruise liner that was chartered to dis-
cuss the impact of global warming 
planned to sail through the Northwest 
Passage of the Arctic but got stuck be-
cause the passage was full of ice. Now, 
more on that in a minute. In that same 
month, Al Gore had an event in Chi-
cago training people about global 
warming but was greeted with the cold-
est temperatures in 30 years. 

A lot of folks, even in the last day, 
have said that just because there are 
cold temperatures does not mean glob-
al warming has stopped. Most alarm-
ists will, however, correct you that it’s 
no longer global warming, but instead, 
climate change. Increases in tempera-
ture still matter. In a November 2013 
Executive order, the President imple-
mented new climate change policies— 
very expensive ones; large tax in-
creases—stating that ‘‘excessively high 
temperatures’’ are ‘‘already’’ harming 
natural resources, economies, and pub-
lic health nationwide. In other words, 
he’s implementing his climate change 
policies because of rising temperatures, 
otherwise known as global warming. 

So temperatures falling and really 
cold days do matter. It does matter 
when the ice caps are growing and tem-
perature increases pause for 15 years. 
And that is what has happened for the 
last 15 years. If global warming is not 
happening, then there is no need for 
the ensuing policies—whether you call 
it global warming or anything else. 

Monday was a cold day. At one point, 
the temperature average in the coun-
try was 12.8 degrees. In Chicago, it was 
16 degrees below zero. That broke the 
record that was set way back in 1884, 
when it was 14 degrees below zero. This 
made Chicago colder than even the 
South Pole at the same moment, where 
it was only 11 degrees below zero. 

Just this week, down at the South 
Pole, a number of ships were stuck in 
the ice, even though it is in the middle 
of the summer down there. This was all 
over the news, and for good reason. 

On November 27, a research expedi-
tion to gauge the effect of global warm-
ing on Antarctica began. 

On December 24, a Russian ship car-
rying climate scientists, journalists, 
tourists, and crew members for the ex-
pedition became trapped in deep ice up 
to 10 feet thick. 

An Australian icebreaker was sent to 
rescue the ship, but on December 30 ef-
forts were suspended due to bad weath-
er. 

On January 2, a Chinese icebreaker, 
the Xue Long, sent out a helicopter 
that airlifted 52 passengers from the 
Russian ship to safety on the Aus-
tralian icebreaker. 

The Chinese vessel is now also stuck 
in the ice along with the Russian ves-
sel. Twenty-two Russian crew members 
are still on board the Russian ship, and 
an unreported number of crew members 
remain on the Chinese ship. 

On January 5, the Coast Guard—that 
is us; we came to the rescue—called to 
assist the ships that are stuck in the 
Antarctic. Our icebreaker ship is called 
the Polar Star. 

Just a few months ago the journal 
Nature—that is a well-respected publi-
cation on environmental science—they 
published an article that said over the 
last 15 years ‘‘the observed [tempera-
ture] trend is . . . not significantly dif-
ferent from zero [and] suggests a tem-
porary ‘hiatus’ in global warming.’’ 
This is not something that is appre-
ciated by the Obama administration. 
What they are saying is—and this was 
the Journal—that it had stopped. In 
fact, I along with some of my col-
leagues, have asked the President for 
the data backing up his claims that 
warming is actually happening faster 
now than previously expected. Consid-
ering the most recent data, those 
statements have not been true. No 
models predicted there would be a fif-
teen year pause in global warming, but 
the President hasn’t yet fully re-
sponded to our inquiry. Let’s go back. 
When you look back in history, and 
you look at these cycles, you have to 
come to the conclusion that God is still 
up there. 

I have this from memory, and I think 
I will get this right. From 1895—they 
had a cold spell that came in, and that 
is when they said another ice age is 
coming. That lasted until 1918. In 1918, 
that all changed, and all of a sudden it 
started getting warmer, and that is 
when the term ‘‘global warming’’ first 
came out. So from 1918 to 1945 it was a 
warming period that we went through. 
Then, in 1945, it changed and another 
ice age was coming that everyone was 
concerned about. That lasted from 1945 
to 1975. 

Then, in 1975—and this is interesting 
because in 1975 we got into this time 
period we are talking about now; and 
that is, they were saying that global 
warming is coming upon us. 

Well, what is happening now—and 
these people have an awful lot of their 
time and resources and reputation at 
stake here—it is now to the point 
where that has reversed and we are 
going into another one of these cycles. 

The interesting thing about 1945 is 
that 1945 was the year where the great-
est surge in CO2 emissions happened. It 
was during that year. That was right 
after World War II. That precipitated 
not a warming period but a cooling pe-
riod. 

In December of 2008, Al Gore said: 
The entire North Polarized cap will dis-

appear in five years. 

The North Polar cap is the Arctic ice 
cap. 

Well, we are now 5 years later when, 
as Al Gore said, it should all be melted 
by now. The deadline was December of 
2013, Arctic ice is actually doing pretty 
well. Just last month, the BBC re-
ported that the Arctic Ice Cap coverage 
is ‘‘close to 50% more than in the cor-
responding period in 2012.’’ In other 
words, in 1 year it increased by 50 per-
cent. This is the very ice cap that Al 
Gore said would be gone by now. So 
contrary to what Al Gore predicted, 
the ice cap did not disappear last year; 
it grew. 

In May of 2006, Al Gore said in his 
movie ‘‘An Inconvenient Truth’’ that 
the Antarctic Ice Cap melt could result 
in a 20-foot increase in sea levels. 

You contrast that with the frozen 
global warming expedition down there 
this week and a September 2013 report 
in the Washington Post that Antarctic 
Sea Ice has hit a 35-year high this past 
year. 

Now, these things—people do not 
seem to stop and think. These were 
predictions that were made. This is the 
same Al Gore where there was an arti-
cle in the New York Times saying that 
arguably he is the world’s first envi-
ronmental billionaire, and all these 
things people were saying were gospel 
truth. Now we know they are not, but 
nobody talks about it. The media does 
not talk about it. When you put it all 
together, it is impossible not to sit 
back and wonder: If there is this evi-
dence that the temperatures are actu-
ally getting colder, should we really 
pursue cap and trade and other similar 
regulations and policies that will cost 
the economy $300 billion to $400 billion 
a year to implement? In light of our 
high unemployment levels—and that is 
what we are talking about today; we 
are talking about extending unemploy-
ment insurance—I do not think so. 
That is what we are here talking about 
anyway: unemployment numbers. 

To help remedy the problem, I am 
submitting two amendments. The first 
one I want to talk about is amendment 
No. 2615. 

The EPA has systematically dis-
torted the true impact of its regula-
tions on job creation by using incom-
plete analyses to assess the effects of 
its rules on employment. They have 
even published that many of their reg-
ulations will result in net job creation. 

EPA’s costly regulations, as any rea-
sonable person knows, actually reduce 
business profitability and cause actual 
job losses. New mandates and require-
ments do not help the economy add 
jobs. 

For example, the EPA estimated that 
its 2011 Utility MACT—that was 
passed. MACT means ‘‘maximum 
achievable control technology.’’ In 
other words, we come along in all of 
our great wisdom up here and we pass 
a law saying how much emissions can 
take place, and yet there is no tech-
nology that will accommodate that. 

So the EPA estimated that its 2011 
Utility MACT—that is the one that 
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passed; it was passed into law—rule 
would create 46,000 temporary con-
struction jobs and 8,000 net new perma-
nent jobs. By contrast, a private study 
conducted by NERA Economic Con-
sulting that examined the ‘‘whole- 
economy’’ impact of the rule—and we 
are talking about the Utility MACT; 
that is what put coal out of business in 
a lot of the United States—the study 
estimated that the rule would have a 
negative impact on worker incomes 
equivalent to 180,000 to 215,000 lost jobs 
in 2015, and the negative worker impact 
would persist at the level of 50,000 to 
85,000 such ‘‘job-equivalents’’ annually. 

The EPA estimated its Cross State 
Air Pollution rule would create 700 jobs 
a year. By contrast, the same NERA 
study estimated the rule would elimi-
nate 34,000 jobs from 2013 through 2037. 

It lets you know that the EPA is con-
trolled by the President, and they are 
there to fortify anything he says, even 
though we have studies to show just 
the opposite is true. 

The EPA also estimated its Indus-
trial Boiler MACT rule—every manu-
facturer has a boiler, so this affects all 
manufacturers—would create 2,200 jobs 
a year. By contrast, NERA, in their 
study, estimated the rule would elimi-
nate 28,000 jobs each year from 2013 to 
2037. 

In addition to those examples, the 
National Association of Manufacturers 
did a study that determined the cumu-
lative impact of EPA’s regulations is 
$630 billion annually and totals about 9 
million jobs lost. That did not even in-
clude the cap-and-trade regulations, 
which would cost another $300 billion 
to $400 billion per year. 

The EPA has not yet fully studied or 
disclosed the impact of these rules, but 
we know it is going to be very expen-
sive. 

If we really want to do something 
about unemployment numbers in this 
Nation, we need to hit the brakes on 
EPA’s regulations. Let’s do not worry 
about extending the time of unemploy-
ment compensation, unemployment in-
surance; let’s do something about the 
costly regulations. 

I think everybody knows some of the 
disasters that are taking place in the 
country. They are aware of 
ObamaCare. They are aware of what he 
is doing to the military. They are 
aware of the excessive spending that 
has come from his budgets. But nobody 
talks about the regulations, which 
really exceed the cost of supporting 
greater national debt. 

So my amendment does this by pro-
hibiting the EPA from making any of 
its new regulations final until it com-
plies with requirements under the 
Clean Air Act’s section 321. 

Section 321 was put into the Clean 
Air Act back in 1977, and it was sup-
posed to require the Federal Govern-
ment to state what the job impact 
would be as a result of the various reg-
ulations it pursued. How many times 
has the EPA conducted this study? Not 
once. So that amendment would help 

reduce the impact of EPA’s rules on job 
loss. 

My second amendment would actu-
ally help create jobs. It is really kind 
of unrelated, but since I am talking 
about two amendments that are very 
significant now and would help resolve 
our jobs problem to a great extent, I 
will talk about amendment No. 2605. It 
would help us take advantage of our 
vast domestic oil and gas resources. 

We have seen huge increases in oil 
and gas development in recent years 
due to the advancements in precision 
drilling, hydraulic fracturing, and 
other technologies. These technologies 
have unlocked the shale revolution 
and, because of this, official govern-
ment estimates now predict that we 
will become completely energy suffi-
cient by 2035. 

What they will not tell you is that 
this could happen a lot faster. Right 
now, 83 percent of Federal lands are 
currently off limits to oil and gas de-
velopers. There is not a good reason for 
this. It is just the administration pre-
venting us from having more jobs and 
energy independence. 

You have to keep in mind, we now 
and then hear people from the Obama 
administration saying: Well, wait a 
minute, during the last 4 years or 5 
years, the production has increased by 
some 40 percent. But that is all on 
State property and on private land. On 
Federal land, it has actually decreased 
by about 15 percent because of the war 
against fossil fuels that has taken 
place out of the White House. 

So the amendment I am offering 
would give these resources to the 
States to unlock and develop on their 
own. The assumption here is the States 
should be in a better position to know 
what they want to do with these regu-
lations in their own State and any 
damage that might come to the envi-
ronment—let them make that decision 
instead of the Federal Government 
doing it. 

A recent report by the Institute for 
Energy Research estimated that if we 
completely developed these off-limits 
Federal resources, it would create 21⁄2 
million jobs and generate $14.4 trillion 
in economic activity. But it would also 
help us achieve energy independence by 
2024, 11 years sooner than it would oth-
erwise. 

So if we want to create jobs, this is 
how we can do it. We should embrace 
our energy future and aggressively ex-
pand production. If we want fewer peo-
ple to lose their jobs in the future, we 
should prevent the EPA’s regulations 
from moving forward, at least until 
they fully study the impact the rules 
will have on job losses. 

We have been trying to do this now 
for a long period of time, to determine 
what these costs are. When the Amer-
ican people find out, in terms of the 
dollars of cost and the jobs that are 
lost with excessive regulation, they 
will come and let their feeling be 
known, certainly at election time. 

I yield the floor and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

f 

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 
EXTENSION 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I 
have come to the floor today, like so 
many of our colleagues, to talk about 
the urgent need to pass legislation to 
extend unemployment insurance. I was 
encouraged, as I know many of us were, 
that the Senate voted on Monday to 
move to this legislation. I really hope 
that we are able to build on that 
progress and to pass this critical as-
sistance this week. 

Emergency unemployment insurance 
has always had bipartisan support. 
Congress has acted eight times since 
1958, under congressional leadership 
and Presidents from both parties, to es-
tablish extended benefit programs 
when the unemployment rate is too 
high. In fact, as I think a number of 
my colleagues have said, the program 
we are currently looking to extend was 
actually passed when George W. Bush 
was President, with strong bipartisan 
support. 

It is important that we do not turn 
our backs on Americans who are strug-
gling to find work right now. We can-
not afford the economic consequences 
of inaction. Failing to renew unem-
ployment benefits will cost us jobs, it 
will hurt economic growth, it will 
eliminate a critical lifeline for families 
who are struggling to make ends meet. 

While New Hampshire’s unemploy-
ment rate is below the national aver-
age, if you are out of work, your house-
hold is 100 percent unemployed. There 
are too many families in New Hamp-
shire who have already been hurt by 
the expiration of these benefits. Ac-
cording to New Hampshire’s Governor 
Maggie Hassan and our State’s Em-
ployment Security Commissioner 
George Copadis, the lapse in this crit-
ical program has abruptly cut off vital 
support for about 1,350 individuals in 
New Hampshire. For each week that 
extended benefits are not available, an 
additional 500 to 600 New Hampshire 
citizens will exhaust regular unemploy-
ment insurance coverage. 

In total, more than 8,500 citizens of 
New Hampshire could be hurt over the 
course of the next year. That would re-
sult in a potential loss to our economy 
of as much as $14 million, according to 
the State of New Hampshire, and it is 
a particular issue in certain pockets in 
the State. There are counties where 
the unemployment rate is higher, 
where we have more long-term unem-
ployed who are going to find particular 
concern about trying to find a job if 
they do not have any help while they 
are looking. 
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